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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Robert Henson appeals from the district court's order granting
summary judgment to the Defendants and dismissing Henson's ac-
tion under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 42 U.S.C.
8§ 12101-12213 (1994). We affirm.

Henson, aformer lake ranger employed by the City of Greensboro
(City), claims that the City had the duty, under the ADA, to reason-
ably accommodate him when he injured his back in a non-work
related automobile accident. See 29 C.F.R.§ 1630.9(a) (1995). To
bring a claim under the ADA, Henson must establish that he: (1) has
adisahility, (2) is otherwise qualified for the employment or benefit
in question, and (3) was excluded for the employment or benefit due
to discrimination solely on the basis of the disability. See Tyndall v.
National Educ. Ctrs., 31 F.3d 209, 212 (4th Cir. 1994).* The ADA
defines aqualified individual as"an individual with a disability who,
with or without reasonable accommodation, can perform the essential
functions of the employment position that such individual holds or
desires." 42 U.S.C.A. § 12111(8) (1995). Review of the record reveals
that Henson can no longer perform the essential job functions of lake
ranger and therefore, heis not aqualified individual. Accordingly, we
affirm the district court's order.

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-

*The district court relied on the proof scheme established in

McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792 (1979). However,
because there is no factual dispute over the reasons for discharge, this
proof scheme is not appropriate. See Williams v. Channel Master Satel-
lite Sys., Inc., 101 F.3d 346, 348 n.1 (4th Cir. 1996). Regardless, under
the proof scheme of Tyndall, Henson fails to make out a prima facie case
of discrimination under the ADA.
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tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



